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based	 theory	 and	 findings	 associated	with	 environmental	 and	 food	 justice	 literature.	 	 It	
builds	 upon	 this	work	by	 identifying	 and	describing	 key	 variables	 and	how	 they	may	be	
related	via	a	theoretical	model	and	nine	hypotheses.		The	basic	model	assumes	that	a	direct	
effect	 exists	 between	 attitudes	 about	 food	 access	 and	 security,	 traditional	 food	 systems,	
alternative	food	systems	and	perceived	barriers	and	bridges	for	adopting	alternative	food	
practices,	and	general	support	for	alternatives.	The	findings	show	that	residents	who	have	
greater	 food	 security	 in	 their	 households,	 have	 more	 knowledge	 about	 alternative	 food	
systems,	 view	 alternative	 food	 systems	more	 positively,	 and	 believe	 that	 there	 are	more	





















































































































































































































The	 fair	 treatment	 and	 meaningful	 involvement	 of	 all	 people	 regardless	 of	 race,	
color,	national	origin,	or	 income	with	 respect	 to	 the	development,	 implementation,	
and	 enforcement	 of	 environmental	 laws,	 regulations,	 and	 policies.	 Fair	 treatment	
means	that	no	population,	due	to	policy	or	economic	disempowerment,	 is	forced	to	
bear	 a	 disproportionate	 share	 of	 the	 negative	 human	 health	 or	 environmental	
impacts	 of	 pollution	 or	 environmental	 consequences	 resulting	 from	 industrial,	













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































0 1 20.5 mi
Low Income Source: USDA Economic Research Service, ESRI. For more information:
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas/documentation.aspxDate: 5/14/2015
Low income areas
0 1 20.5 mi
LILA at 1 and 10
Low Income Source: USDA Economic Research Service, ESRI. For more information:
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas/documentation.aspxDate: 5/14/2015














							Female		 48.7%	 48.6%	 49.6%	
							Male		 51.3%	 51.4%	 50.4%	
























































































































































































































































































	 	 	 	 	 	
Construct	 	 	 	 	 N	 Mean	 Standard						 Range	 Items	 Alpha			
	Scale		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Deviation	
	
Sense	of	Place		 	 	 	 	87	 31.2	 					9.3	 	 15-51	 	11	 .936	
(‘SOP’)		
	
Food	Access-Security	 	 	 	96	 22.3	 					6.3	 	 8-34	 		9	 .809	
(SECURITY’)	
	
Attitude-Traditional	Food	Systems		 	77	 11.9	 					3.3	 	 4-18	 		4	 .750	
(‘TRADITIONAL’)	
	
Attitude-Alternative	Food	System	 	 	46	 11.1	 				4.7	 	 5-20	 	5	 .879	
(‘ALTERNATIVE’)	 	 	
	
Knowledge-Alternative	Food	Systems	 	96	 6.4	 				3.0	 	 4-17	 	4	 .818	
(‘BRIDGES	I”)		
	
Beliefs-Alternative	Food	Systems	 	 	93	 27.6	 				8.1	 	 8-40	 	8	 .915	
(‘BRIDGES	II”)	
	
Beliefs-Alternative	Food	Systems	 	 	91	 29.2	 				8.7	 	 9-45	 	9	 .838	 	
(‘BARRIERS’)	 	 	 	
	
Support	for	Alternative	Food	Systems		 92	 7.5	 			3.5	 	 5-26	 	9	 .808	
(‘SUPPORT’)	
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Sense	of	Place	(“SOP’’).		Table	3	also	provides	the	number	of	people	responding	to	the	items	
in	each	scale,	and	the	mean,	standard	deviation	range	of	scores	and	the	number	of	items	for	
each	scale.		
Sociodemographic	Variables		
The	most	distal	set	of	variables	in	the	model	are	basic	measures	of	the	social	
demographics	characteristics	of	the	primary	household	food	shoppers.		These	variables	
were	necessary	for	the	analysis	of	the	structural	and	contextual	factors	associated	with	
food	deserts,	and	with	environmental	and	food	justice	issues	identified	in	the	literature.	
They	include	age,	gender,	race/ethnicity,	education,	household	income,	length	of	residence,	
and	accessibility	to	a	motor	vehicle.	Here	the	model	assumes	these	variables	play	mostly	an	
indirect	impact	on	support	through	sense	of	place.	The	survey	questions	used	to	construct	
these	variables	are	presented	below	in	Table	4.	Age	was	recoded	into	the	number	of	years	
from	birth.	Race/Ethnicity	was	recoded	into	a	dummy	variable	representing	African-
American	(N	=	78%)	(1),	and	“others”	(N=	22%)	(0).	There	were	no	respondents	who	
described	themselves	as	“Other”	for	gender.	There	were	three	indicators	for	length	of	
residence	in	the	survey	related	to	living	in	Knoxville,	the	neighborhood	and	at	their	current	
residence.	The	motor	vehicle	variable	was	recoded	so	that	having	access	to	one	(N=	61%)	
was	scored	with	a	one	(1);	not	having	access	to	one	(N=	29%)	was	scored	with	a	zero	(O).	
Sense	of	Place	(SOP)	
Based	on	the	literature	and	theory,	Place	Attachment,	Place	Dependence	and	Place	
Identity	are	components	that	represent	Sense	of	Place	of	food	related	variables.	This	
variable	was	measured	with	an	11-item	scale	that	gauges	sense	of	place	among	the	primary	
shoppers	living	in	households	located	in	or	around	the	Five	Points	neighborhood	(see	
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Table	5).		Each	question	employed	a	Likert	response	option	ranging	from	"strongly	agree"	
to	"strongly	disagree."		Some	items	were	recoded	so	that	higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect	a	
greater	sense	of	place.		Scores	from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	summed,	and	the	Alpha	
reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an	alpha	of	0.936.		Survey	responses	on	the	SOP	scale	ranged	
from	15	to	51	with	a	mean	of	31.2	and	a	standard	deviation	of	9.3.	The	findings	suggest	that	
the	average	respondent	has	neither	a	moderate	sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood.		
Security	
Food	access	and	food	security	is	a	second	predictor	of	support	for	alternative	food	
systems	and	practices	identified	in	the	model.	This	variable	was	measured	with	a	9-item	
scale	(see	Table	6)	that	examines	conditions	that	may	impact	food	access	and	security	in	
the	household.	Each	question	employed	a	Likert	response	option,	and	some	of	the	items	
were	recoded	so	that	higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect		greater	food	access	and	security.	
Scores	from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	summed,	and	the	Alpha	reliability	for	the	scale	
yielded	an	alpha	of	0.809.		Survey	responses	on	the	Security	scale	ranged	from	8	to	34	with	
a	mean	of	22.3	and	a	standard	deviation	of	6.3.	These	findings	suggest	the	average	
respondent’s	household	has	a	low	level	of	food	access	and	security.	
Traditional		
Attitude	towards	traditional	food	systems	food	security	is	a	third	predictor	of	
support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	identified	in	the	model.	This	variable	
was	measured	with	a	4-item	scale	(see	Table	7)	that	rates	each	respondent's	overall	
experience	of	obtaining	food	from	such	places	as	supermarkets,	convenience	stores,	gas		
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Table	4.	Sociodemographic	Characteristics			
	
QUESTION	 RESPONSE	OPTIONS	
31.	In	what	year	were	you	born?	(Age)	 Open-ended	
32.	How	would	you	describe	yourself?		(Gender)	
1-	Female		
2-	Male	
3-	Other,	please	specify:	
39.	How	would	you	describe	yourself?	
(Race/Ethnicity)	
1-	Black	or	African	American	
2-	Asian	or	Asian	American		
3-	Hispanic	or	Latina/o	
4-	White	or	Caucasian		
5-	American	Indian	or	Alaska	
Native	
6-	Native	Hawaiian	or	other	
Pacific	Islander		
7-	Other,	please	specify.	
40.	Which	of	the	following	best	represents	your	
highest	level	of	education?	(Education)	
1-	Less	than	high	school		
2-	Some	high	school		
3-	High	school	diploma	or	GED	
4-	Some	college	or	technical	
school	
5-	Undergraduate	degree		
6-	Some	graduate	school		
7-	Graduate	degree	
37.	What	is	your	best	estimate	for	your	household	
income	before	taxes	in	2015?	(Household	Income)	
1-	Less	than	$10,000	
2-	$10,000	-	$14,999	
3-	$15,000	-	$24,999	
4-	$25,000	-	$34,999		
5-	$35,000	-	$49,999	
6-	$50,000	-	$74,999	
7-	$75,000	or	more	
26.	How	many	years	have	you	lived	in	this	
neighborhood?	(Length	of	Residence)	
Open-ended	
29.	Do	you	have	a	motor	vehicle	that	you	can	use?	
(Motor	vehicle)	
1-Yes				2-	No	
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Table	5.	Sense	of	Place	Scale:	SOP			
	
QUESTION	 RESPONSE	OPTIONS	
22.	Please	tell	me	the	extent	you	AGREE	or	DISAGREE	with	
each	of	the	following	statements.		
	
	
g. I	feel	relaxed	when	I’m	at	my	neighborhood.	
h. I	feel	happy	when	I’m	at	my	neighborhood.	
i. My	neighborhood	is	my	favorite	place	to	be.	
j. I	really	miss	my	neighborhood	when	I’m	away	from	it	
for	too	long.	
k. Everything	about	my	neighborhood	is	a	reflection	of	me.	
l. My	neighborhood	is	the	best	place	for	doing	the	things	
that	I	enjoy	most.	
m. My	neighborhood	is	not	a	place	to	do	the	things	I	most	
like	to	do	the	most.	
o. My	neighborhood	has	a	great	deal	of	personal	meaning	
for	me.	
p. For	doing	the	things	that	I	enjoy	most,	no	other	place	
can	compare	to	my	mine.		
q. My	neighborhood	reflects	the	type	of	person	I	am.	
s. My	neighborhood	creates	a	sense	of	belonging	in	me.	
1−Strongly	Agree	
2−Agree	
3−Neither	Agree	nor	
Disagree	
4−Disagree	
5−Strongly	Disagree	
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Table	6.	Food	Access	and	Security	Scale:	SECURITY	
	
QUESTION	 RESPONSE	OPTIONS	
3.	Please	tell	me	how	often	you	do	the	following	things	based	
in	the	following	scale:	
	
d.		I	can	buy	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	at	an	affordable	price.	
e.		I	can	buy	fresh	fruit	and	vegetables	that	we	like.	
f.			I	have	enough	money	to	buy	healthy	food.	
g.		I	worry	that	my	household	will	run	out	of	food.	
	
1−Never	
2−Rarely	
3−Sometimes	
4−Often	
5−Most	of	the	time	
4.	Please	tell	me	the	extent	to	which	you	AGREE	or	DISAGREE	
with	each	of	the	following	statements	by	circling	your	
answer	based	on	the	following	scale:	
	
a.		I	have	enough	money	or	resources	each	week	to	meet	the	
food	needs	of	my	household.	
b.		It	is	easy	to	get	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	in	my	
neighborhood.	
c.		There	is	a	good	quality	grocery	store	within	a	15-minute	
walk	(or	a	1	mile	drive)	from	my	home.	
e.	It	is	easy	to	find	transportation	to	a	good	quality	grocery	
store.	
	
1−Strongly	Agree	
2−Agree	
3−Neither	Agree	nor	
					Disagree	
4−Disagree	
5−Strongly	Disagree	
The	USDA	lists	the	following	conditions	in	its	definition	of	
household	food	insecurity.		“…	Being	uncertain	of	having,	or	
unable	to	acquire,	enough	food	to	meet	the	needs	of	all	their	
members	in	a	household	because	of	insufficient	money	or	other	
resources	for	food.		
	
5.	Do	ANY	of	these	conditions	exist	within	your	household?	
1-	Yes	
2-	No	
3-	Not	Sure	
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Table	7.	Attitude	Towards	Food	Systems	Scales:	TRADITIONAL	&	
ALTERNATIVE		
	
QUESTION	 RESPONSE	OPTIONS	
9.	How	would	you	RATE	your	overall	experience	of	obtaining	
food	from	the	following	places?		
	
a. Supermarkets	such	as	Kroger,	Wal-Mart	or	Food	Lion.	
b. Local	convenience	stores,	quick	marts	or	gas	stations.	
c. Fast-food	outlets.		
d. Restaurants.	
	
g. Food	outlets	run	by	their	members	(Food	co-ops).	
h. Local	community	gardens	that	grow	food.	
i. From	my	own	garden		
j. Farmers’	markets.	
k. Going	out	to	a	local	farm.		
1−Very	Negative		
2−Negative		
3−Neither	Negative	
nor		Positive		
4−Positive		
5−Very	Positive		
		
	
	
stations,	fast	food	outlets	and	restaurants.	Each	question	employed	a	Likert	response	
option	that	ranged	from	"very	negative"	to	"very	positive,	"	and	some	of	the	items	were	
recoded	so	that	higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect	positive	attitudes.			Scores	from	each	of	
the	scale	items	were	summed,	and	Alpha	reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an	alpha	of	0.750.		
Survey	responses	on	the	Traditional	scale	ranged	from	4	to	18	with	a	mean	of	11.9	and	a	
standard	deviation	of	3.3.			The	findings	suggest	that	the	average	respondent	holds	a	
slightly	positive	attitude	towards	these	traditional	food	sources.	
Alternative	Food	systems	
Attitude	towards	Alternative	Food	Systems	was	the	fourth	predictor	of	food	
support.	This	variable	was	measured	with	a	5-item	scale	(see	Table	7)	that	rates	each	
respondent's	overall	experience	of	obtaining	food	from	such	places	as	supermarkets,	
convenience	stores,	gas	stations,	fast	food	outlets	and	restaurants.	Each	question	employed	
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a	Likert	response	option	that	ranged	from	"very	negative"	to	"very	positive,	"	and	some	of	
the	items	were	recoded	so	that	higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect	a	positive	attitude.	Scores	
from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	summed,	and	the	Alpha	reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an		
alpha	of	0.879.		Survey	responses	on	the	Alternative	scale	range	from	5	to	20	with	a	mean	of	
11.1	and	a	standard	deviation	of	4.7.		These	findings	suggest	that	the	average	respondent	
has	neither	a	positive	nor	a	negative	attitude	towards	alternative	food	sources.	
Bridges	
There	were	two	scales	used	to	predict	alternative	food	practice	support	and	both	
represented	a	set	of	conditions	or	things	that	would	help	facilitate	or	encourage	support	for	
alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	In	this	sense,	they	would	serve	as	"bridges"	to	
support.		The	first	one	(“Bridges	I”)	estimated	respondent’s	basic	knowledge	about	food		
coops,	local	community	gardens,	farmers’	markets	and	local	farms.	This	variable	was	
measured	with	a	4-item	scale	(see	Table	8)	and	each	question	employed	a	Likert	response	
option	that	ranged	from	"None	at	All"	to	"A	Great	Deal."	Higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect	
more	knowledge.	Scores	from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	summed,	and	the	Alpha	
reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an	alpha	of	0.818.		Survey	responses	on	the	Bridge	I	scale	
range	from	4	to	17	with	a	mean	of	6.4	and	a	standard	deviation	of	3.0.	The	above	findings	
suggest	the	average	respondent	does	not	have	enough	information	about	these	alternative	
food	sources.	
The	second	scale	(“Bridges	II”)	was	used	to	examine	perceptions	about	conditions	
and	things	that	could	help	to	motivate	or	encourage	people	to	get	fresh	fruits	and	
vegetables	from	these	alternative	food	sources.	This	variable	was	measured	with	an	8-item	
scale	(see	Table	8)	and	each	question	employed	a	Likert	response	option	that	ranged	from	
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Table	8.	Scales	-	Knowledge	and	Beliefs	about	Alternative	Food	Systems:	
BRIDGES	I,	BRIDGES	II	&	BARRIERS	
	
	
	
QUESTION	 RESPONSE	OPTIONS	
8.	How	much	information	do	you	have	about	getting	food	from	
the	following	places?		(BRIDGES	I)	
	
a. Food	outlets	run	by	their	members	(Food	co-ops).	
b. Local	community	gardens	that	grow	food.	
c. Farmers’	market.	
d. Local	farms.	
	
1−None	At	All	
2−Very	Little		
3−Enough		
4−Quite	A	Bit	
5−A	Great	Deal	
14.	How	much	do	the	following	things	MOTIVATE	you	to	get	fresh	
fruits	and	vegetables	at	local	farms,	farmers’	market,	food	co-
ops	and	community	gardens?		(BRIDGES	II)	
	
a. The	quality,	cost	and	choices	that	are	available.	
b. Keeping	my	family	healthy.		
c. Support	from	my	family,	friends	and	others.	
d. Supporting	the	local	economy	and	community.	
e. A	desire	to	learn	more	about	these	things.	
f. Building	relationships	or	meeting	new	people.	
g. Feeling	comfortable	or	welcomed	at	these	places.	
h. Protecting	the	environment.	
	
1−Not	at	All		
2−Very	Little		
3−Somewhat			
4−Quite	a	Bit		
5−A	Great	Deal			
15.	How	much	do	the	following	things	PREVENT	you	from	getting	
fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	at	local	farms,	farmers’	market,	
food	co-ops	and	community	gardens?	(BARRIERS)	
	
a. Lack	of	time	(family,	work	and	other	obligations).		
b. Lack	of	knowledge	or	familiarity	with	them.	
c. Lack	of	transportation	to	them.	(cost/availability)	
d. The	location	or	distance	to	these	places.	
e. The	quality	and	kinds	of	fruits	and	vegetables	available.	
f. The	cost	of	fruits	and	vegetables	available.	
g. These	places	do	not	accept	SNAP	cards.	(food	stamps)		
h. Lack	of	support	from	family,	friends	and	others.	
i. Feeling	uncomfortable	or	unwelcomed	at	these	places.	
1−Not	at	All			
2−Very	Little	
3−Somewhat			
4−Quite	a	Bit		
5−A	Great	Deal	
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"None	at	All"	to	"A	Great	Deal."	Higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect	greater	motivation.	Scores	
from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	summed,	and	the	Alpha	reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an	
alpha	of	0.915.		Survey	responses	on	the	Bridge	II	scale	range	from	8	to	40	with	a	mean	of	
27.6	and	a	standard	deviation	of	8.1.			These	findings	suggest	the	average	respondent	is	
somewhat	motivated	to	get	their	fresh	produce	from	these	alternative	food	sources.	
Barriers	
This	scale	was	used	to	examine	perceptions	about	conditions	and	things	that	could	prevent	
or	discourage	people	from	getting	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	from	these	alternative	food	
sources.	In	this	sense,	they	would	serve	as	“barriers”	to	using	alternative	food	sources.	This	
variable	was	measured	with	a	9-item	scale	(see	Table	8)	and	each	question	employed	a	
Likert	response	option	that	ranged	from	"None	at	All"	to	"A	Great	Deal."	Higher	scores	on	
the	scale	reflect	greater	motivation.	Scores	from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	added	
together,	and	the	Alpha	reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an	alpha	of	0.915.		Survey	responses	
on	the	Bridge	II	scale	range	from	8	to	40	with	a	mean	of	27.6	and	a	standard	deviation	of	
8.1.	These	findings	suggest	the	average	respondent	is	somewhat	motivated	to	get	their	
fresh	produce	from	these	alternative	food	sources.	
Support	
The	dependent	variable	in	the	model,	“Support”	for	Alternative	Food	Systems	was	
measured	with	a	9-item	scale	(see	Table	9).	Five	of	the	questions	in	the	scale	employed	a	
Likert	response	option	that	ranged	from	"Never"	to	"Most	of	the	Time."	These	questions	
asked	residents	how	often	they	got	their	household	food	from	alternative	food	sources	
including	food	coops,	community	gardens	that	grow	food,	from	their	own	garden,	from	a	
local	farmers'	market	and	a	local	farm.	Four	of	the	questions	had	a	"Yes/No"	response	
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option.	These	questions	ask	the	respondents	if	they	contributed	time,	money	or	resources	
to	groups	and	organizations	that	represent	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	and	
provide	food	to	local	communities.		Higher	scores	on	the	scale	reflect	greater	support	for	
these	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	Scores	from	each	of	the	scale	items	were	
summed,	and	the	Alpha	reliability	for	the	scale	yielded	an	alpha	of	0.808.		Survey	responses	
on	the	Support	scale	range	from	5	to	26	with	a	mean	of	7.5	and	a	standard	deviation	of	3.5	
These	findings	suggest	that	the	average	respondent	has	very	little	support	for	these	things.	
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Table	9.	Support	for	Alternative	Food	Systems	Scale:	SUPPORT	
	
QUESTION	
RESPONSE	
OPTIONS	
11.		Tell	me	if	you	have	contributed	time,	money	or	resources	to	
the	following	groups	or	organizations	that	provide	food	to	
local	communities.		
	
b. Local	community	gardens,	such	as	SEEED’s	Edible	Garden,	
Every	Child	Outdoors	Youth	Garden	or	Beardsley’s	
Community	Farm.	
c. Farmers’	markets	(other	than	buying	products).		
d. Local	farms.	
e. Food	and	nutrition	programs,	such	as	Head	Start	or	Meals	on	
Wheels.	
f. Organizations,	such	as	Food	Policy	Council,	Just	Ripe	or	
CAPP.		
1-Yes		
2-No	
7. During	an	average	month,	how	OFTEN	do	you	get	food	from	
the	places	listed	below.	
	
g. Food	outlets	run	by	their	members	(Food	co-ops).	
h. Local	community	gardens	that	grow	food.	
i. From	my	own	garden.	
j. From	a	famers’	market.	
k. Going	out	to	a	local	farm.	
1−Never	
2−Rarely	
3−Sometimes	
4−Often	
5−Most	of	the	
time	
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CHAPTER	V		
RESULTS	
This	chapter	presents	the	descriptive	and	inferential	statistical	results	from	the	data	
collected	from	the	mail	survey.	The	results	are	divided	into	two	sections.	The	first	part	
("Descriptive	Results")	gives	details	of	the	socio-demographics	and	views	of	the	
respondents	on	issues	related	to	the	community	and	food	security.	The	second	part	
("Inferential	Results")	provides	the	results	of	the	measures	used	to	test	the	hypotheses	
included	in	the	model.		A	summary	of	the	overall	research	strategy	and	significant	findings	
is	presented	in	the	final	section	of	the	chapter.			
Descriptive	Results			
This	first	section	of	the	results	generally	follows	the	order	between	sets	of	variables	
within	the	proposed	model	(see.	Figure	1).	First,	it	provides	details	about	basic	socio-
demographic	characteristics	of	the	respondents	such	as	their	age,	gender,	race	and	
ethnicity,	education	and	residency.	It	then	presents	the	descriptive	results	on	their	views	
about	the	community-based	measures	of	sense	of	place	and	neighborhood	relations.	The	
findings	of	attitudes	and	support	for	traditional	and	alternative	food	system	and	practices	
are	presented	last.	
	Sociodemographic	Characteristics	and	Views	of	the	Survey	Respondents		
The	age	of	the	respondents	ranged	from	29	to	90	years	old,	and	their	median	age	is	59.	
Most	(76%)	identified	themselves	as	being	female;	fewer	as	male	(24%).	Most	(80%)	
described	themselves	as	Black	or	African	American,	few	described	themselves	as	White	or	
Caucasian	(17%),		and	very	few	(3%)	as	American	Indian	or	Alaska	Native,	Hispanic,	Latino	
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or	"other."		Nearly	one-half	of	them	(45%)	have	a	high	school	diploma,	GED	or	less.	About		
one-third	(36%)	of	them	have	some	college	or	technical	school	training	and	few	have	either	
an	undergraduate	degree	(12%)	or	some	(7%)	graduate	training	or	degree	(see	survey	
questions	Q31,	Q32,	Q39,	Q40).	
Nine	out	of	10	of	the	respondents	reported	their	household	income	being	under	
$35,000,	and	6	out	of	10	of	them	have	an	income	less	than	a	$15,000.	One-third	(32%)	of	
the	survey	respondents	reported	they,	or	someone	in	their	household,	received	food	from	
SNAP	(Supplemental	Nutrition	Assistance	Program)	in	the	last	twelve	months.	A	few	
respondents	(12%)	reported	that	they	received	food	assistance	from	the	National	School	
Lunch	Program.	Very	few	received	food	assistance	from	the	Senior	Farmers'	Market	
Nutrition	Program	(1%)	or	the	Head	Start	Program	(1%)	and	none	of	them	received	it	from	
WIC	(Woman,	Infants	and	Children	Program)	over	the	last	12	months.	Many	(70%)	of	them	
have	obtained	meals	from	community-based	food	programs	or	from	food	banks.	(see	
survey	questions	Q37,	Q36,	Q33,	Q38,	Q9e,	Q9f).	
Three-fourths	(76%)	of	the	subjects	are	not	working	either	because	they	are	disabled	
(35%),	retired	(21%),	taking	care	of	family	or	others	(6%)	unemployed	(5%),		or	for	
“other”	reasons	(9%).		Nearly	eight	out	of	10	of	the	respondents	are	either	single	(30%),	
divorced	or	separated	(30%)	or	widowed	(18%).	(see,	survey	questions:	Q36,	Q33,).	
The	next	set	of	the	descriptive	results	is	based	on	the	residential	characteristics	of	the	
respondents	and	the	make-up	of	their	households.	Here	we	find	that	51	percent	of	these	
people	own	their	homes	while	the	rest	(49%)	of	them	are	renting.		Nearly	one-half	of	
respondents	(47%)	reported	they	lived	alone,	and	over	a	quarter	(26%)	of	them	lived	with	
one	other	person.	One-fifth,	(21%)	of	the	households	had	three	or	four	members,	and	the	
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average	size	of	the	household	was	two.	Most	(78%)	of	the	people	did	not	have	children	
under	the	age	of	18	living	in	their	household,	and	most	of	the	remaining	households	had	
less	than	three	children	(19%)	living	in	them.	Almost	all	(90%)	of	the	respondents	do	most	
of	the	household	grocery	shopping	for	the	home.	(see,	survey	questions:	Q24,	Q34,	Q35,	
Q23).		
	The	average	number	of	years	respondents	have	lived	in	Knoxville	is	43,	and	many	of	
them	have	been	living	there	most	of	their	lives.		Most	(72%)	of	them	have	lived	in	their	
neighborhood	for	at	least	ten	years	and	the	average	number	of	years	living	there	is	20.		On	
average,	they	have	been	living	in	their	current	home	for	16	years	and	over	one-half	
(53.5%)	reported	living	in	their	current	home	for	over	ten	years.	Almost	all	of	them	(98%)	
reported	mailing	zip	codes	that	are	either	wholly	or	partially	within	the	boundaries	of	Five	
Points	study	area.	However,	slightly	more	than	half	(53%)	reported	living	in	this	
neighborhood,	and	another	one-fourth	of	them	reported	that	they	live	in	the	adjacent	
neighborhood	of	Morningside.		The	rest	(22%)	reported	they	were	"not	sure"	or	that	they	
lived	in	an	"other"	area	of	Knoxville	(see,	survey	questions:	Q26,	Q27,	Q28,	Q25)		
Descriptive	Results-Sense	of	Place	and	Neighborhood	Relations	
	 This	section	presents	the	descriptive	results	of	the	next	set	of	variables	in	the	model	
related	to	views	of	the	community.		They	include	three	measures	for	sense	of	place:	place	
dependence,	place	identity	and	place	attachment.	Each	of	these	measures	included	a	series	
of	questions	about	the	residents’	feelings	towards	their	neighborhood,	such	as	how	they	
identify	with	the	neighborhood,	how	they	feel	about	their	neighborhood	and	how	their	
neighborhood	compares	to	others.			A	fourth	measure,	Neighborhood	Relations	is	based	
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upon	a	series	of	questions	about	feelings	and	relationships	the	respondent	have	with	
others	living	in	the	neighborhood.		
The	first	measure	of	sense	of	place,	place	dependence	had	a	series	of	questions	that	
gauged	the	feelings	and	views	the	respondents	have	about	their	neighborhood.		Several	of	
these	survey	items	revealed	that	the	largest	proportion	of	responders	believe	that	their	
neighborhood	was	not	a	place	to	do	the	things	they	like	to	do	the	most	(40%)	or	the	best	
place	for	doing	them	(53%)	and	that	other	neighborhoods	are	better	places	for	doing	these	
things	(43.5%).	Fewer	(23%)	thought	it	was	the	best	place	to	do	these	things	or	that	there	
was	no	better	neighborhood	than	their	own	to	do	the	things	they	like	to	do	the	most.	
Moreover,	a	majority	(56%)	of	them	thought	that	there	were	better	places	to	live	in	(see	
survey	questions:	Q22l,	Q22n,	Q22p,	Q22r).	
The	results	of	the	second	measure	of	sense	of	place,	place	identity,	also	reveal	that	
many	of	the	respondents	do	not	have	a	strong	place-based	identity	associated	with	their	
neighborhood.	For	example,	very	few	of	them	thought	that	everything	about	their	
neighborhood	is	a	reflection	of	who	they	are	(13%)	or	that	it	reflects	the	type	of	person	
they	are	(18%).	Moreover,	about	one-half	(49%)	of	these	people	thought	that	their	
neighborhood	said	very	little	about	who	they	are	and	significantly	less	(30%)	thought	it	
provides	a	great	deal	of	personal	meaning.	Still,	over	half	(53%)	of	the	responders	thought	
they	“could	really	be	themselves”	in	their	neighborhood	(see	survey	questions:	Q22k,	Q22q,	
Q22t,	Q220,	Q22m).		
The	results	of	the	third	measure	of	sense	of	place,	place	attachment,	reveal	the	
following.		Over	half,	(53%)	of	survey	responders	feel	relaxed	when	they	are	in	their	
neighborhood	and	almost	as	many	(47%)	feel	happy	in	their	neighborhood.	Less	(37%)	
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reported	their	neighborhood	is	their	favorite	place	to	be	and	almost	as	many	(31%)	really	
miss	their	neighborhood	when	they	are	away	from	it	too	long.		Nearly	one-third	(29%)	of	
residents	thought	their	neighborhood	creates	a	sense	of	belonging	in	them	and	about	one-
third	(32%)	of	them	feel	emotionally	attached	to	it	(see	survey	questions:	Q22g,	Q22g,	
Q22h,	Q22i,	Q22j,	Q22s,	Q22u).	
The	last	set	of	place-based	measures,	neighborhood	relations	gauged	the	feelings	and	
views	the	respondents	have	about	their	neighbors.	The	findings	revealed	that	many	of	the	
respondents	have	good	relationships	with	people	living	in	their	neighborhood.	Most	of	
them	(70%)	recognized	many	of	their	neighbors	and	reported	(79%)	that	they	said	hello	to	
their	neighbors	almost	every	time	they	saw	them.	Over	half,	(56%)	of	the	respondents	
knew	many	of	the	names	of	their	neighbors.	Four	out	of	10	of	them	feel	they	can	ask	a	
neighbor	for	help.	Almost	as	many	(37%)	felt	they	could	leave	their	house	key	with	a	
neighbor	and	felt	(38%)	close	to	others	living	in	their	neighborhood	(see	survey	questions	
Q22a-Q22f).	
Descriptive	Results-Food	Practices	and	Systems	
This	section	presents	the	views	of	the	respondents	about	different	kinds	of	food	
practices	and	systems.	They	include	attitudes	about	their	food	access	and	security	and	
traditional	and	alternative	food	systems,	perceptions	of	the	barriers	and	bridges	for	
adopting	alternative	food	practices	and	their	support	for	these	practices	and	alternative	
food	systems	in	general.	
Most	of	the	participants'	think	that	a	healthy	lifestyle	of	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	
is	important,	but	it	appears	that	many	households	face	significant	food	insecurities	
associated	with	food	access	and	availability.	For	example,	most	residents,	(83%)	reported	
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that	eating	fresh	fruits	and	fresh	vegetables	on	a	regular	basis	was	either	“very	important”	
or	“extremely	important”	to	them.	Unfortunately,	about	six	out	of	10	(58%)	of	them	do	not	
have	any	place	in	their	neighborhood	to	get	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	for	their	household	
at	an	affordable	price;	significantly	fewer	of	them	(23%)	thought	it	is	“easy”	to	get	them	in	
their	neighborhood.		Moreover,	half	of	the	residents	(50.5%)	reported	they	could	not	get	
these	foods	at	a	place	in	their	neighborhood	that	accepted	“food	stamps”	(Supplemental	
Nutrition	Program-SNAP	benefits).	In	fact,	many	of	the	respondents	(62%)	reported	that	
there	isn’t	a	good	quality	grocery	store	within	a	15-minute	walk	(or	1-mile	drive)	from	
their	home	and	less	than	a	majority	of	them	(42%)	thought	it	was	“easy”	to	find	
transportation	to	a	good	quality	grocery	store	(see	survey	questions:	Q1,	Q4c,	Q4b	Q4e,	
Q4d).		
Food	access,	availability	and	other	reasons	related	to	economics	may	explain	why	
they	lack	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	in	their	diet.	Many	(66%)	either	"never,"	"rarely"	or	
only	"sometimes"	eat	two	or	more	servings	of	fruits	or	eat	three	or	more	servings	of	fresh	
vegetables	each	day	(62%).	Additionally,	about	one-third	(34%)	of	respondents	could	buy	
fresh	fruits	and	fresh	vegetables	for	their	household	on	a	regular	basis	and	less	than	a	
majority	(47%)	of	them	could	buy	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	that	they	liked.	Furthermore,	
most	(73%)	of	the	respondents	reported	that	they	either	"sometimes,"	"rarely"	or	"never"	
had	enough	money	to	buy	healthy	food.	Moreover,	only	four	in	10	(37%)	of	them	had	
enough	money	or	resources	each	week	to	meet	the	food	needs	of	their	household	and	
about	3	out	of	10	(28%)	of	them	regularly	worry	that	their	household	will	run	out	of	food.	
Indeed,	the	majority	of	the	respondents	(57%)	thought	that	the	conditions	that	define	
	 72	
household	food	insecurity	by	the	United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	exist	in	their	
homes	and	others	homes	in	their	neighborhood	(see,	survey	questions:	Q3a-Q3g,	Q5,	Q6	).		
The	next	set	of	food-related	findings	is	based	on	survey	items	gauging	attitudes	towards	
traditional	and	alternative	food	systems.		The	first	part	presents	the	descriptive	results	
related	to	more	traditional	or	conventional	ways	of	obtaining	food;	the	second	part	does	
the	same	for	alternative	ways	of	obtaining	food.	
Very	few	of	the	respondents	never	got	their	food	from	either	supermarket	(2%),	
restaurants	(8%),	fast	food	outlets	(8%),	local	convenient	stores,	quick	marts	or	gas	
stations	(14%).		Six	out	of	ten	(61%)	of	the	survey	respondents	have	a	positive	attitude	of	
supermarkets	but	significantly	fewer	of	them	have	positive	attitudes	of	restaurants	(32%)	
or	fast	food	outlets	(31%).	Very	few	have	positive	attitudes	of	local	convenient	stores,	quick	
marts	or	gas	stations	(18%)	that	sell	food	items	(see	survey	questions:	Q7a-d	&	Q9a-d).			
In	contrast,	more	of	them	never	got	their	food	from	alternative	sources	such	as	a	
food	cooperative	(37%),	a	farmers’	market	(27%)	a	local	farm	(40%),	a	community	garden	
(38%),	or	from	their	own	garden	(32%).		Many	of	these	respondents	had	either	a	negative	
or	an	ambivalent	attitude	(i.e.,	“neither	negative	nor	positive	experience”)	of	them.	For	
example,	few	(15%)	had	a	positive	experience	obtaining	food	from	a	local	farm,	but	
significantly	more	had	a	negative	experience	(56%)	or	are	ambivalent	about	them	(30%).		
Somewhat	similar	patterns	are	evident	in	regards	to	their	experiences	with	community	
gardens	(11%,	47%,	and	42%	respectively);	but	less	so	and	more	positive	for	food	coops	
(20%,	36%	and	44%),	their	own	garden	(31%,	41%	and	28%)	and	for	farmers	markets	
(34%,	36%	and	30%)	(see	survey	questions:		Q7-g-k	&	Q9f-k).		
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In	addition	to	reporting	low	participation	rates	and	bad,	or	at	best,	ambivalent	
experiences	with	these	alternative	ways	of	obtaining	their	food,	most	respondents	have	
little	or	no	information	about	them.	Nearly	all	(96%)	respondents	have	“very	little”	or	no	
information	about	obtaining	food	from	community	gardens.	Most	reported	a	similar	lack	of	
information	about	local	farms	(90%)	COOPS	(88%)	and	farmers’	markets	(70%)	(see	
survey	questions:		Q8a-Q8d).	
Most	(66%)	of	the	survey	participants	also	thought	their	lack	of	knowledge	and	
familiarity	prevented	them	from	getting	fresh	fruit	and	vegetables	from	these	alternative	
food	systems.		They	also	thought	other	things	created	barriers	for	them.	Over	half,	(54%)	of	
respondents	thought	the	cost	of	fresh	fruit	and	vegetables	at	these	places	prevented	them	
"quite	a	bit"	(24%)	or	a	"great	deal"	(31%).		Nearly	half	(47%)	of	them	thought	the	location	
or	distance	to	these	places	are	strong	barriers	(19%	&	28%	respectively);	lack	of	
transportation	to	get	to	these	places	(37%)	also	significantly	hindered	some	of	them	(15%	
&	22%).	Many	(40%)	felt	similar	about	the	quality	and	kinds	(22%	&	18%)	of	fruits	and	
vegetables	available	at	these	places.	Lack	of	time	(30%),	or	support	from	family	and	friends	
(21%)	as	well	as	not	being	able	to	use	food	stamps	(22%),	and	feeling	uncomfortable	or	
unwelcomed	(21%)	at	these	places	are	less	likely	to	be	seen	as	major	barriers	(see	survey	
questions:	Q15a-Q15i).	
Keeping	their	family	healthy	(76%),	protecting	the	environment	(58%),	the	cost,	quality	
and	choices	of	fruits	and	vegetables	(52%),	supporting	the	local	economy,	support	from	
their	family	and	friends	(48%)	and	feeling	comfortable	and	welcomed	all	appear	to	be	
strong	motivators	for	obtaining	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	from	farmers’	markets,	food	co-
ops,	community	gardens	and	local	farms.	Less	motivating	is	a	desire	to	learn	more	about	
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these	alternative	ways	of	obtaining	food	(45%)	and	building	relationships	and	meeting	
new	people	(39%).	Many	of	the	respondents	are	also	interested	in	learning	how	they	could	
participate	in	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	For	example,	about	4	out	of	10	of	
them	are	interested	in	learning	more	about	farmers’	markets	(44%)	food	coops	(42%)	
community	gardens	(39%)	and	local	farms	and	farming	practices	(39%)	(see	survey	
questions:	Q14a-Q15h	&	Q13b,	Q13c,	Q13d,	and	Q13e).	
The	last	set	of	measures	used	in	the	survey	gauged	support	for	alternative	food	
practices	and	systems	among	the	respondents.	They	include	support	for	efforts	by	local	
community	gardens,	farmers’	markets,	food	coops	and	local	farms	to	improve	the	
availability	of	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	in	the	community.	Contributing	time,	money	and	
resources	to	these	groups	and	organizations	as	well	as	to	others	such	as	‘Just	Ripe’	and	the	
‘Food	Policy	Council’	which	promote	alternative	food	systems	and	food	justice	also	
estimated	their	support.		
Almost	one-half	(48%)	of	the	respondents	had	at	least	some	support	for	the	efforts	by	
these	groups	to	improve	the	availability	of	fresh	fruit	and	vegetables	in	the	community.	
However,	only	about	one-fourth	(23%)	of	them	had	strong	support	("A	great	deal,"-		12%;	
"Quite	a	bit,"	-	11%).		Moreover,	the	majority	(51%)	of	them	had	very	little	(19)	or	no	
support	(32%)	for	these	efforts.		Also,	very	few	(between	3-7%)	of	them	contributed	their	
time,	money	or	resources	to	these	groups.				Still,	almost	one-half	(49%)	of	the	respondents	
are	either	currently	gardening	(13%),	want	to	garden	again	(17%)	or	learn	how	to	garden	
(19%).		Some	(18%)	would	like	to	get	involved	in	a	community	garden	and	4	out	of	10	of	
them	would	“really”	like	to	get	most	of	their	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	from	community	
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gardens,	farmers	markets	and	other	alternative	food	sources	(see	survey	questions:	Q11b,	
Q11c,	Q11C,	Q11d,	Q11f,	Q17,	Q18,	Q20).	
Model	Assessment	and	Inferential	Results	
This	second	section	of	the	results	follows	the	order	of	variables	included	in	the	
proposed	model.		Figure	6	presents	the	bivariate	correlation	results	of	variables	in	the	
proposed	model.	The	first	section	provides	details	about	bivariate	relationships	between	
basic	socio-demographic	characteristics	of	the	primary	household	shopper	such	as	their	
age,	gender,	race	and	ethnicity,	education	and	residency	and	the	Sense	of	Place	scale	(SOP).	
The	next	section	provides	details	about	relationships	between	the	Sense	of	Place	scale	and	
the	six	food-related	scales	(SECURITY,	TRADITIONAL,	ALTERNATIVE,	BRIDGES	I,	BRIDGES	
II,	BARRIERS).	The	findings	for	tests	of	relationships	between	these	six	food-related	scales	
and	support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	scale	(SUPPORT)	are	presented	in	
the	third	section.	The	last	section	gives	basic	regression	results	of	the	primary	predictors	of	
support.	
Relationships	between	Sociodemographic	Characteristics	and	Sense	of	Place	
	 Age	-	A	Pearson’s	r	data	analysis	revealed	a	weak	positive	correlation	(r	=	
.149,	p	<	0.10)	between	age	and	sense	of	place	with	older	shoppers	having	a	stronger	sense	
of	place	for	their	neighborhood.	Gender	–	There	were	no	significant	differences	found	
between	sense	of	place	and	gender.	This	suggests	that	levels	of	sense	of	place	are	similar	
between	female	and	male	shoppers.		Race/Ethnicity	-	The	bivariate	analysis	revealed	a	
weak	positive	correlation	(r	=	.207,	p	<	0.05.)	between	this	dummy	variable	and	sense	of		
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FIGURE	6.		BIVARIATE	RESULTS:	MODEL	OF	PUBLIC	SUPPORT	FOR	ALTERNATIVE	FOOD	SYSTEMS	AND	
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place.	Hence,	shoppers	who	identified	themselves	as	being	African-Americans	or	Black	
appear	to	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	than	all	other	racial	and	ethnic	groups	combined.	
Education	-	There	were	no	significant	differences	found	between	sense	of	place	and	level	
of	education.		Household	Income	–	The	analysis	revealed	a	weak	positive	correlation.	r	=	
.153,	p<0.05	indicating	that	primary	shoppers	living	in	households	with	higher	income	
levels	tend	to	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood.		
	 Length	of	Residence	–	The	analysis	revealed	a	somewhat	weak	positive	correlation	
(r	=	.234,	p	<	0.050)	for	residency	and	SOP;	those	who	have	lived	in	neighborhood	longer	
tend	to	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place.	Additional	analysis	found	similar	results	for	
measures	of	the	length	of	time	in	Knoxville	and	home	residency.	Motor	Vehicle	-	There	
were	significant	differences	between	those	who	‘don’t	have’,	and	those	who	have	access	to	
a	motor	vehicle	(r	=	.242,	p	<	0.05).	The	figures	indicate	that	those	having	a	vehicle	tend	to	
have	a	stronger	sense	of	place.		
	 Generally	speaking,	older	shoppers,	those	with	greater	household	incomes	and	
access	to	a	motor	vehicle,	those	who	have	lived	in	their	neighborhood	longer	and	African	
Americans	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	for	their	community.		These	findings	provide	
support	for	the	proposed	model	based	on	the	existing	literature	relating	to	the	
relationships	between	sense	of	place	and	socio-demographic	characteristics	of	people	
living	in	urban	food	deserts.			
Relationships	between	Sense	of	Place	and	Food	Practices	and	Systems			
	 Security	-	A	Pearson’s	r	data	analysis	revealed	a	strong	positive	correlation	(r	=	
.441,	p	<	0.001)	between	sense	of	place	and	food	security.	This	indicates	that	shoppers	with	
a	stronger	sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood	are	living	in	households	that	have	greater	
	 78	
food	access	and	security.	Traditional	-	The	bivariate	analysis	revealed	a	strong	positive	
correlation	(r	=	.399,	p	<	0.01)	which	suggests	that	shoppers	who	have	a	stronger	sense	of	
place	hold	more	positive	attitudes	toward	traditional	food	systems.	Thus,	they	rate	their	
overall	experience	of	obtaining	food	from	supermarkets,	convenience	stores,	quick	marts,	
gas	stations,	fast	food	outlets	and	restaurants	better	than	shoppers	who	have	a	weaker	
sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood.			Alternative	-	The	analysis	revealed	a	somewhat	
weak	positive	correlation	(r	=	.277,	p	<	0.05)	which	signifies	that	those	with	a	stronger	
sense	of	place	hold	more	positive	attitudes	toward	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	
Thus,	they	rate	their	overall	experience	of	obtaining	food	from	food	coops,	local	community	
gardens,	farmers'	markets,	local	farms	and	from	their	gardens	better	than	shoppers	who	
have	a	weaker	sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood.	
	 Bridges	I:	Knowledge	–	The	analysis	revealed	a	weak	positive	correlation	(r	=	.235,	
p	<	0.05)	which	indicates	that	those	with	stronger	sense	of	place	have	more	knowledge	
about	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	They	report	having	more	knowledge	about	
getting	their	household	food	from	food	coops,	local	community	gardens,	farmers'	markets,	
and	local	farms	than	those	who	have	a	weaker	sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood.		
Bridges	II:	Motivation	The	data	analysis	revealed	a	weak	negative	correlation	(r	=	-.151,	p	
<	0.10)	indicating	that	those	who	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	are	less	motivated	to	get	
their	fresh	fruit	and	vegetables	from	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.		These	
motivations	include	personal	factors	such	as	feeling	comfortable	and	welcomed	at	these	
places,	social	factors	such	as	support	from	families,	friends,	and	others,	and	supporting	the	
local	economy,	as	well	as	concerns	about	family	health	and	protecting	the	environment.		
Barriers	–	The	data	analysis	indicated	a	moderately	strong	positive	correlation	(r	=	.347,	p	
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<	0.01)	suggesting	that	those	who	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood	
believe	that	there	are	fewer	things	preventing	them	from	getting	their	fresh	fruit	and	
vegetables	from	alternative	food	sources	and	places.	These	include	such	elements	as	the	
lack	of	time,	knowledge,	transportation	and	social	support	as	well	as	the	location	and	cost	
of	produce	at	these	places.	
	 Overall,	it	appears	that	primary	shoppers	who	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	also	
have	greater	food	access	and	food	security	in	their	households;	more	knowledge	about	
alternative	food	systems;	view	both	traditional	and	alternative	food	systems	more	
positively;	and	believe	there	are	more	bridges	for	obtaining	their	produce	at	alternative	
food	sources	and	places.		These	findings	provide	support	for	H1,	H2,	H3,	and	H4	but	not	H5	
(see	below).		
	 Those	who	have	a	stronger	Sense	of	Place	(SOP)	for	their	neighborhood:		
	 H1	–	have	greater	food	security		
H2	–	have	more	knowledge	about	alternative	food	systems			
H3	–	have	negative	attitudes	toward	traditional	food	systems		
H4	–	have	positive	attitudes	toward	alternative	food	systems		
H5	–	perceive	more	barriers	than	bridges	for	adopting	alternative	food		
								systems	and	practices		
Relationships	between	Food-Related	Variables	and	Support	for	Alternative	Food	Practices	
and	System	
	
	 Security	-	A	Pearson’s	r	data	analysis	revealed	a	moderate	positive	correlation	(r	=	
.346,	p	<	0.01)	with	support.	Primary	shoppers	who	have	greater	food	access	and	security	
reported	greater	support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.		Thus,	they	are	more	
likely	to	get	their	food	from	coops,	local	community	gardens,	farmers’	markets,	and	local	
farms	and	contribute	time,	money	or	resources	to	them	compared	to	those	who	have	less	
access	and	food	security.	Traditional	-	The	bivariate	analysis	did	not	reveal	a	significant	
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correlation	between	these	two	variables	suggesting	that	attitudes	toward	traditional	food	
systems	do	not	influence	support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	Alternative	–	
The	data	presented	in	Figure	6	indicates	that	a	positive	moderate	correlation	(r	=	.354,	p	<	
0.01)	exists	between	these	two	variables.	This	means	that	primary	shoppers	who	rate	their	
overall	experience	of	obtaining	food	from	food	coops,	local	community	gardens,	farmers'	
markets,	local	farms	and	from	their	gardens	are	more	likely	to	have	greater	support	for	
alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	
	 Bridges	I:	Knowledge	–	A	positive	and	significantly	strong	correlation	(r	=	.530,	p	<	
.001)	was	found	to	exist	between	these	two	variables.	Thus,	primary	shoppers	who	have	
more	information	about	alternative	food	sources	and	places	such	as	food	coops,	local	
community	gardens,	farmers’	markets	and	local	farms	have	greater	support	for	alternative	
food	systems	and	practices.	Bridges	II:	Motivation	–	This	analysis	revealed	a	weak	
positive	weak	correlation	(r	=	.244,	p	<	0.05)	between	the	two	scales.	This	indicates	that	
primary	shoppers	who	are	more	motivated	by	personal,	social,	contextual	and	
environmental	factors	to	get	their	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	from	alternative	food	sources	
and	places	are	more	likely	to	have	greater	support	for	these	things.	Barriers	–	a	weak	
negative	correlation	(-.157,	p	<	0.10)	was	found	to	exist	between	these	two	scales	with	
those	who	believe	that	fewer	things	are	preventing	them	from	getting	their	fresh	fruit	and	
vegetables	from	alternative	food	sources	and	places	are	more	likely	to	have	greater	
support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.	
	 Overall,	these	results	suggest	that	primary	shoppers	who	have	greater	food	security	
in	their	households;	more	knowledge	about	alternative	food	systems;	view	alternative	food	
systems	more	positively;	and	believe	there	are	more	bridges	than	barriers	for	obtaining	
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their	produce	at	alternative	food	sources	and	places,	are	more	likely	to	have	greater	
support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.		These	findings	provide	support	for	H8	
and	H9	related	to	attitudes	and	perceptions	of	the	bridges	and	barriers	to	alternatives	(see	
below).	The	findings	does	not	lend	support	for	H7	related	to	attitudes	toward	traditional	
food	systems---which	was	found	unrelated	to	support	nor	to	H6	associated	with	food	
security---which	is	positively,	not	negatively	related	to	support	for	alternative	food	systems.	
In	this	case,	and	contrary	to	expectations	of	the	model,	the	results	indicate	that	those	who	
have	greater	food	security	have	stronger	support	for	these	alternatives.	
Primary	shoppers	who:				
H6		-	have	less	food	security		
H7		-	have	negative	attitudes	toward	traditional	food	systems		
	H8	-	have	positive	attitudes	toward	alternative	food	systems	
	H9	-	perceive	more	bridges	than	barriers	for	adopting	alternative	food	systems			
	
----	are	more	likely	to	express	greater	support	for	alternative	food	practices	and	systems	
	
Regression	Analysis	and	Findings	
A	series	of	exploratory	regression	analyses	was	conducted	between	the	major	
substantive	variables	in	the	proposed	model	and	public	support	for	alternative	food	system	
among	primary	household	shoppers.	These	variables	included	the	scales	representing	food	
access	and	security	(SECURITY),	attitudes	toward	traditional	systems	(TRADITIONAL),	
attitudes	toward	alternative	food	systems	(ALTERNATIVE),	knowledge	about	alternative	
food	systems	(BRIDGES	I),	things	that	may	encourage	(BRIDGES	II)	or	discourage	
(BARRIERS)	them	from	getting	their	produce	from	alternative	food	sources	and	places,	
sense	of	place	(SOP)	and	public	support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	
(SUPPORT).			
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The	regression	analysis	was	based	on	listwise	deletion	of	cases	that	identifies	the	
total	number	of	‘valid'	(or	usable)	cases	that	responded	to	all	of	the	items	representing	the	
eight	scales	in	the	model.	Inspection	of	these	figures	identified	normal	and	expected	
decreases	in	the	number	of	valid	cases	from	the	bivariate	(average	N	=	75)	to	the	
multivariate	analysis	except	when	the	ALTERATIVE	scale	was	included.	This	lead	to	a	
significant	decrease	in	the	number	of	valid	cases	that	could	be	used	in	multivariate	analysis	
(N	=	29).	This	was	mostly	because	46	(or	about	50%)	of	the	primary	shoppers	responding	
to	each	of	the	ALTERNATIVE	scale	items	did	not	rate	their	overall	experience	of	obtaining	
food	at	alternative	food	places	because	they	had	never	shopped	at	any	of	them.	Instead,	
they	responded	to	these	survey	items	by	selecting	“NA”	(Not	Applicable),	and	their	
responses	were	subsequently	placed	into	the	category	of		"missing	values”	and	excluded	
from	the	‘valid’	(or	usable)	number	of	cases	representing	the	ALTERNATIVE	scale.	Due	to	
these	reasons,	this	measure	was	not	included	in	the	regression	analysis	conducted	on	
Model	I	and	II	(see	Figure	5).	
The	results	of	the	regression	analysis	conducted	on	the	variables	included	in	Model	I	
indicate	that	three	of	the	independent	variables	in	the	model	(SECURITY,	BRIDGES	I,	
BARRIERS)	explained	a	significant	proportion	of	variation	(R2	=	0.59,	F	=	21.9,	p	<	.001,	SE	
=	2.84,	N	=	49)	in	the	dependent	variable	(SUPPORT).	These	variables	also	had	significant	
and	relatively	strong	standardized	regression	coefficients	(or	Beta	Weights)	that	indicate	
the	relative	effect	each	one	had	on	the	dependent	variable	after	all	of	the	effects	of	the	
other	variables	were	controlled.			BRIDGES	I	was	the	strongest	predictor	and	explained	
most	of	the	variation	in	SUPPORT	(47%)	followed	by	BARRIERS	(6%)	and	SECURITY	
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(5.9%).	The	other	independent	variables	(TRADITION,	BRIDGES	II	and	Sense	of	Place-SOP	
failed	to	explain	any	additional	variation	in	the	dependent	variable.			
Model	II	includes	only	these	three	‘significant	predictors’	of	SUPPORT	and	excludes	
the	other	non-significant	independent	variables	that	may	be	inflating	the	amount	of	
variation	explained	by	Model	I	due	to	interrelationships	with	other	variables.		The	results	
indicate	that	three	of	the	independent	variables	in	the	model	(SECURITY,	BRIDGES	I,	
BARRIERS)	again	explained	significant	proportion	the	variation	(R2	=	0.44,	F	=	16.8,	p	<	
.001,	SE	=	2.97,	N	=	68)	in	the	dependent	variable	(SUPPORT).	However,	the	amount	of	
variance	they	explained	(44%)	was	less	(15%)	than	then	the	amount	explained	by	Model	I	
(59%)	that	included	all	of	the	major	substantive	variables.		These	variables	also	had	
somewhat	weaker	standardized	regression	coefficients	(or	Beta	Weights)	compared	to	the	
results	for	them	presented	in	Model	I.		BRIDGES	I	again	was	the	strongest	predictor	and	
explained	most	(27%)	of	the	variation	in	SUPPORT	followed	by	BARRIERS	(10%)	and	
SECURITY	(7%).	
Overall,	these	findings	suggest	that	knowing	how	much	information	about	
alternative	food	systems	primary	household	shoppers	have,	knowing	the	things	that	may	
discourage	them	from	getting	their	food	from	alternative	sources	and	knowledge	of	the	
level	of	food	security	within	their	homes	can	provide	a	basic	understanding	of	public	
support	for	alternative	food	systems	in	food	deserts	such	as	the	Five	Points	neighborhood	
in	Knoxville,	Tennessee.	
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FIGURE	7.		REGRESSION	RESULTS:	MODEL	OF	PUBLIC	SUPPORT	FOR	ALTERNATIVE	FOOD	SYSTEMS	AND	
PRACTICES	IN	AN	URBAN	FOOD	DESERT	AMONG	PRIMARY	HOUSEHOLD	SHOPPERS	
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CHAPTER	VI		
	SUMMARY	AND	CONCLUSIONS		
This	thesis	identifies	the	views	related	to	traditional	and	alternative	food	systems	
and	practices	among	residents	living	in	East	Knoxville,	Tennessee.	The	study	was	carried	
out	by	a	mail	survey	of	food	desert	residents	in	the	Five	Points	Community	of	Knoxville.	
The	first	chapter,	introduction,	provides	the	framework	for	this	study.	The	background	
section	provides	an	overview	of	environmental	justice,	the	environmental	justice	
movement,	food	justice,	and	the	food	justice	movement.	Then	I	argue	that	food	justice	is	an	
environmental	justice	issue	by	showing	the	connections	between	the	two.	The	last	section	
of	this	chapter	describes	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	such	as	community	
gardens,	farmers’	markets,	food	co-ops,	and	community	supported	agriculture	(CSA’s).	
The	second	chapter,	literature	review,	is	divided	into	two	sections.	The	first	section	
covers	the	barriers	and	bridges	identified	in	food	desert	literature.	The	second	section	
examines	the	definitions	and	measures	associated	with	place-based	constructs	including	
community	place	attachment,	community	attachment,	place	attachment	and	sense	of	place.		
It	also	explores	the	most	relevant	sense	of	place	literature	used	in	the	proposed	theoretical	
model	for	understanding	community	support	of	alternative	food	systems	and	practices.		
The	third	chapter,	theoretical	model	and	hypotheses,	presents	the	conceptual	framework	
utilized	in	the	analysis	of	the	variables	assumed	to	influence	resident	support.	A	
description	of	the	model,	constructs	and	variables	are	provided	followed	by	nine	
hypotheses	used	to	test	the	model.	
The	fourth	chapter,	research	design,	gives	an	overview	of	the	study	area	and	the	
sociodemographic	characteristics	of	Tennessee,	Knoxville,	and	Knox	County	and	the	study	
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area.	Next,	it	provides	a	description	of	the	project	sampling	frame	and	procedures,	the	
survey	design,	delivery	and	collection,	data	entry,	analyses	and	security	measures	used	in	
the	study.	The	last	section	of	this	chapter	describes	the	way	the	scales	were	constructed	to	
measure	each	of	the	substantive	variables	in	the	proposed	model.		
The	fifth	chapter,	results,	gives	the	descriptive	and	inferential	statistical	results	from	
the	data	collected	from	the	mail	survey.	A	summary	of	the	overall	research	study	and	
significant	findings	is	presented	here.	This	final	chapter,	summary	and	conclusions,	
provides	an	overall	summary	of	the	survey	findings.	It	does	so	by	summarizing	the	
descriptive	results,	the	descriptive	statistics	and	general	conclusions	relating	the	
hypotheses.	Lastly,	it	provides	an	overall	summary	of	the	results,	project	limitations	and	
recommendations.		
Overview	of	Results		
Descriptive	results		
Nearly	all	of	the	residents	surveyed	do	most	of	the	household	grocery	shopping.	
They	were	mainly	African	American	or	Black	and	most	of	them	had	a	high	school	education	
or	GED	while	several	of	them	had	some	college	or	technical	school.	Most	of	them	live	below	
the	poverty	line	and	six	out	of	ten	reported	household	income	of	less	than	$15,000.	Not	
many	residents	received	supplemental	nutrition	assistance,	but	most	of	them	indicated	
they	obtained	meals	from	community-based	food	programs	or	food	banks.		
The	Five	Points	residents	have	spent	most	of	their	lives	in	the	area.	Most	of	them	
have	been	living	in	Knoxville	for	over	four	decades,	nearly	all	of	them	have	been	residing	in	
the	Five	Points	neighborhood	for	about	20	years,	and	many	have	been	living	in	their	
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current	home	for	at	least	ten	years.	The	majority	reported	they	live	alone	and	do	not	have	
children	under	the	age	of	18.	Even	though	these	residents	have	spent	a	significant	time	in	
the	area,	only	half	identified	residing	in	Five	Points.	The	other	residents	said	they	lived	in	
Morningside	Neighborhood	and	one	in	four	were	not	sure	what	area	they	lived	in.		
Half	of	the	residents	stated	they	feel	happy	and	relaxed	in	their	neighborhood.	
However,	the	consensus	among	the	residents	is	that	they	do	not	think	their	neighborhood	
is	the	best	place	to	do	the	things	they	like	and	they	believe	there	are	better	neighborhoods	
than	theirs.	Many	of	them	also	do	not	have	a	strong	place-based	identity	associated	with	
their	community	and	expressed	their	neighborhood	is	not	their	favorite	place	to	be.	Even	
though	their	sense	of	place	was	not	very	strong,	most	residents	have	a	strong	connection	
with	their	neighbors.	Most	recognize	their	neighbors,	say	hello	to	them,	know	their	
neighbor's	name,	are	willing	to	ask	them	for	help,	would	leave	a	house	key	with	a	neighbor	
and	feel	close	to	their	neighbors.		
Most	residents	think	that	a	healthy	lifestyle	with	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables	is	
important,	but	it	appears	that	many	households	face	significant	food	insecurities	associated	
food	access	and	availability.	Many	of	the	residents	expressed	there	were	no	places	near	
them	where	they	could	get	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables.	Few	stated	it	was	easy	to	obtain	
produce	in	the	neighborhood	and	most	reported	no	grocery	store	was	nearby.	These	
findings	reveal	that	the	residents	living	in	this	community	are	low-income	households	and	
have	limited	access	to	healthy	foods	which	is	consistent	with	data	provided	by	the	USDA	
about	food	desert	areas.	Moreover,	nearly	half	of	the	residents	identified	the	same	kinds	of	
barriers	in	the	literature	review;	these	include	cost,	lack	of	transportation	and	inability	to	
use	SNAP	benefits	to	get	affordable	fresh,	healthy	foods.	
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Three-fourths	of	the	residents	did	not	have	enough	money	to	buy	food	and	said	
conditions	of	food	security	exist	in	their	homes	and	other	homes	in	their	neighborhood.	
Even	though	most	of	them	do	not	live	near	grocery	stores,	very	few	reported	getting	their	
food	from	other	places.	More	than	half	obtained	their	food	from	supermarkets	and	had	
positive	attitudes	towards	them	but	did	not	feel	the	same	about	other	food	places	such	as	
convenience	stores	and	quick	marts.	Only	a	few	got	their	food	from	alternative	food	
practices,	and	they	did	not	report	either	positive	or	negative	feelings	about	the	places.		
Although	there	may	be	many	reasons	for	low	participation	in	alternative	food	
practices,	lack	of	information	about	these	places	was	reported	by	nearly	all	the	residents.	
The	other	main	factors	include	lack	of	knowledge	and	familiarity	with	these	places,	
followed	by	the	cost	of	fresh	fruits	and	vegetables,	location	of	sites	and	lack	of	
transportation.	The	primary	motivators	identified	were	keeping	their	family	healthy,	
protecting	the	environment,	the	price,	quality	and	choices	of	fruits	and	vegetables.	
Moreover,	supporting	the	local	economy,	support	from	their	family	and	friends	and	feeling	
comfortable	and	welcomed	all	appear	to	be	strong	motivators	for	obtaining	fresh	fruits	and	
vegetables	from	farmers'	markets,	food	co-ops,	community	gardens	and	local	farms.	Nearly	
half	of	the	residents	reported	they	were	interested	in	learning	more	about	these	places.	
The	findings	indicate	few	residents	contributed	time,	money	of	resources	to	groups	
that	provide	food	to	local	communities.	Although,	this	is	one	way	to	gauge	support	it	is	not	
surprising	that	sine	it	is	unreasonable	to	expect	the	residents	to	show	support	by	donating	
money	or	resources	when	they	identify	these	factors	as	their	biggest	obstacles	to	
participating	in	alternative	food	practices.	However,	nearly	all	the	residents	reported	they	
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want	to	learn	to	garden,	want	to	garden	again	as	gardeners	or	identified	as	current	
gardeners,	but	only	a	few	wanted	to	get	involved	in	community	gardens.		
Descriptive	statistics	and	hypotheses		
The	findings	provide	support	for	hypotheses	H1,	H2,	H3,	and	H4	but	not	H5	(Table	
10).	Overall,	it	appears	that	primary	shoppers	who	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place	also	have	
greater	food	access	and	food	security	in	their	households,	more	knowledge	about	
alternative	food	systems,	view	both	traditional	and	alternative	food	systems	more	
positively,	and	believe	there	are	fewer	things	preventing	them	from	getting	their	fresh	fruit	
and	vegetables	from	alternative	food	sources	and	places.	
Furthermore,	the	findings	do	not	support	H6	or	H7	but	provide	support	for	H8	and	
H9.	The	results	suggest	primary	shoppers	who	have	greater	food	security	in	their	
households,	more	knowledge	about	alternative	food	systems,	view	alternative	food	systems	
more	positively,	and	believe	there	are	more	bridges	than	barriers	for	obtaining	their	
produce	at	alternative	places	are	more	likely	to	have	greater	support	for	alternative	food	
systems	and	practices.	(Table	10).	
Moreover,	shoppers	who	identified	as	African-American	or	Black	appear	to	have	a	
stronger	sense	of	place	in	the	neighborhood	than	all	other	racial	and	ethnic	groups	
combined.	There	were	no	significant	differences	found	between	sense	of	place	and	level	of	
education.	However,	households	with	higher	income	levels	tend	to	have	a	stronger	
sense	of	place	for	their	neighborhood.	Moreover,	those	who	have	lived	in	the	area	longer	
(Knoxville,	neighborhood,	and	home)	tend	to	have	a	stronger	sense	of	place.		
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Table	10.	List	of	Hypotheses		
	
HYPOTHESES	
	
Those	who	have	a	stronger	Sense	of	Place	(SOP)	for	their	neighborhood:		
H1	–	have	greater	food	security.	
H2	–	have	more	knowledge	about	alternative	food	systems.	
H3	–	have	negative	attitudes	toward	traditional	food	systems.	
H4	–	have	positive	attitudes	toward	alternative	food	systems.	
H5	–	perceive	more	barriers	than	bridges	for	adopting	alternative	food	systems	and					
									practices.	(Not	supported)	
	
Primary	shoppers	who:				
H6		-	have	less	food	security		
H7		-	have	negative	attitudes	toward	traditional	food	systems	(Not	supported)	
	H8	-	have	positive	attitudes	toward	alternative	food	systems	(Not	supported)	
	H9	-	perceive	more	bridges	than	barriers	for	adopting	alternative	food	systems			
	
----	are	more	likely	to	express	greater	support	for	alternative	food	practices	and	systems.	
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Thus,	older	shoppers,	those	with	greater	household	incomes	and	access	to	a	motor	
vehicle,	those	who	have	lived	in	their	neighborhood	longer	and	are	African	Americans	have	
a	stronger	sense	of	place	for	their	community.		These	findings	provide	support	for	the	
proposed	model	based	on	the	existing,	but	rather	limited	literature	between	sense	of	place	
and	sociodemographic	characteristics	of	people	living	in	urban	food	deserts.	
Limitations		
Surveying	Five	Points	neighborhood	posed	limitations	because	reaching	the	
population	was	difficult.	Many	surveys	were	returned	because	they	were	unknown	
addresses.	However,	given	the	fact	that	buildings	are	being	demolished	and	rebuilt,	the	
response	rate	of	18%	was	better	than	expected.	There	are	also	some	methodological	
challenges	to	this	project.	Most	of	the	research	conducted	about	sense	of	place	is	done	
through	interviews	and	participant	observation.	The	proposed	model	in	this	thesis	is	not	
all-inclusive,	and	a	survey	does	not	tell	us	about	the	rich	history	of	the	area.	However,	with	
this	survey,	we	were	able	to	reach	a	broader	pool	of	people	and	understand	more	about	the	
needs	of	the	community	relating	to	food	access.	The	exploratory	model	used	can	serve	as	a	
starting	point	for	future	research	of	residents	in	food	desert	areas.		
Recommendations	
The	literature	about	food	justice	confirmed	there	were	many	communities	that	also	
lacked	participation	from	community	members.	Food	justice	scholar,	Guthman,	stated:	“I	
remain	struck	by	the	disjunction	between	what	alternative	food	activists	do	and	what	food	
desert	residents	seem	to	want."	(Guthman,	2008).	Thus	the	study	purpose	for	this	thesis	
was	to	identify	the	views	related	to	current	and	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	
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among	residents	living	in	the	Five	Points	community	in	East	Knoxville,	Tennessee	an	
officially	designated	food	desert.	
The	underlying	goals	of	this	project	included	adding	to	the	current	food	justice,	health,	
and	place-based	literature	and	to	understand	the	needs	of	Five	Points	Neighborhood	
resident’s	and	use	the	findings	to	aid	community	members	with	no	access	to	fresh,	healthy	
food.	The	data	gathered	during	this	research	has	several	implications	for	different	
participants	involved	in	the	community.	These	agents	include	the	residents,	volunteers,	
organizers,	policy	groups,	and	advocates.	
The	proposed	model	is	based	on	sense	of	place	indicators	which	do	not	account	for	the	
personal	relationships	that	may	affect	one's	attachment	to	the	community.	Although	the	
surveys	were	distributed	in	Five	Points	half	of	the	residents	did	not	recognize	they	lived	in	
this	neighborhood.	This	may	account	for	lack	of	strong	sense	of	place	among	residents.	
However,	the	expressed	strong	connections	with	their	neighbors.	Scholars	and	researchers	
should	consider	the	effect	personal	relationships	have	on	sense	of	place	studies.	
Food	deserts	are	classified	as	areas	that	are	low-income	and	have	low	access	to	fresh	
and	healthy	food.	Like	Five	Points	many	of	these	neighborhoods	are	also	populated	by	
minorities.	The	same	marginalized	groups	that	fought	for	a	voice	and	fought	against	
landfills	and	incinerators	in	their	communities	now	struggles	to	feed	themselves	and	their	
families.	In	the	book	Just	Food,	the	authors	state	that	"Food	access	mirrors	the	pollution	
concern	in	EJ	and	refers	to	‘the	ability	to	produce	and	consume	healthy	food,'	while	food	
sovereignty	reflects	the	concern	for	procedural	justice,	and	refers	to	a	community's	‘right	
to	define	their	own	food	and	agriculture	systems."	(p.	73	2015)	Drawing	from	these	
parallels	of	the	literature;	this	study	provides	stronger	arguments	of	legitimacy	that	Food	
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Justice	is	Environmental	Justice;	it	mainly	raises	question	about	the	participatory	aspect	of	
community	members.	Do	the	community	members	have	a	voice?	Are	the	right	issues	being	
addressed	for	the	community?	Whose	interests	are	being	served	and	protected?	
One	of	the	most	significant	findings	is	the	large	population	of	elderly	in	the	community.	
Although	efforts	have	been	made	to	start	community	gardens	to	help	combat	food	
insecurity	in	the	community;	it	is	important	to	recognize	the	community	needs	to	
implement	the	suitable	practices	that	will	assist	the	community.	Community	activist	should	
work	in	close	collaboration	with	residents	and	volunteers	to	build	community	ties.	These	
three	groups	can	provide	the	necessary	support	to	tell	the	community	about	the	
information	available	and	teach	them	about	food	access	in	their	neighborhood.	
Implementing	alternative	food	practices	such	as	home	deliveries	or	adding	centralized	
locations	for	farmers'	markets	would	be	more	beneficial	for	the	residents	living	in	the	
community.	The	new	housing	project	has	allocated	certain	buildings	only	for	seniors	that	
make	it	easier	to	identify	the	areas	where	specific	delivery	are	needed	the	most.	
These	housing	projects	seem	like	a	step	forward	to	revitalize	the	neighborhood	but	is	
counterintuitive	if	it	does	not	address	issues	relating	to	food	security.	This	area	is	a	food	
desert	lacking	both	supermarkets	and	open	community	gardens.	This	research	can	be	used	
to	inform	local	officials,	policy	makers	and	stakeholders	about	the	challenges	faced	in	this	
community.	Rebuilding	a	community	and	not	addressing	specific	issues	such	as	food	access	
does	nothing	for	the	revitalization	efforts.	
These	findings	can	direct	the	Knoxville	Food	Policy	Council	to	advocate	for	the	
community	needs	and	address	real	issues	that	the	residents	in	Five	Points	struggle	with	
every	day.	A	healthy	diet	is	important	to	the	residents	in	the	area,	but	access	seems	to	be	an	
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issue	for	the	residents	in	this	community.	The	Council	needs	to	work	with	community	
activists,	policy	makers	and	officials	involved	in	the	Five	Points	Master	Plan	to	address	
issues	relating	to	cost,	transportation	and	places	to	get	fresh	and	healthy	foods.	Currently,	
developers	are	using	federal	funds	to	rebuild	food	desert	areas	without	specifically	
addressing	food	security.	Some	of	the	funding	used	for	parks	or	parking	lots	could	be	
allocated	to	build	educational	community	centers	with	community	kitchens.		
Conclusion	
The	results	of	this	thesis	contribute	to	environmental	sociology,	health	science	and	
the	field	of	sociology	as	a	whole.	The	proposed	model	offers	a	starting	point	to	analyze	the	
variables	that	might	influence	support	for	alternative	food	systems	and	practices	in	food	
desert	areas.	The	model	was	developed	through	a	carefully	designed	set	of	stages	that	
involved	both	qualitative	and	quantitative	research	methods.	Incorporating	sense	of	place,	
food	desert	variables	and	alternative	food	systems	provides	a	framework	that	may	be	used	
by	policy	makers	and	organizers.	Additionally,	this	study	reaffirms	the	need	to	address	
food	insecurity	critically.	Taking	an	environmental	justice	framework	to	food	security	
allows	policy	makers	and	social	justice	advocates	to	identify	inequalities,	lack	of	
representation	and	participation	within	the	food	system.		
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Community	garden	signs		
	
	
Picture	1:	Food	grown	in	community	gardens	is	for	community	gardeners	only.		
	
	
	
Picture	2:	Please	do	not	pick	vegetables	from	these	community	garden	beds.	They	are	available	at	no	cost	
beginning	in	February.	If	you	are	interested	in	gardening	in	this	community	garden	please	call	(546-8446)	or	
email:	beardsleyfarm@gmail.com	
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